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held in segregated accounts—some-
thing considered sacred within these 
markets. 

If anybody still doubts that Wall 
Street has not learned from its mis-
takes, I would have you talk with the 
farmers in my State who can’t access 
their life savings and aren’t sure when 
or how much of it they will ever get 
back. 

Dean Tofteland, from Luverne, MN, a 
town of 4,600 people—his family grows 
corn, soybeans, and raises pigs on their 
farm in southwest Minnesota. He cur-
rently has over $200,000 in what was 
supposed to be a segregated MF Global 
account, which he cannot access and 
which he may never fully recover. He is 
not a speculator. He invested to reduce 
his risk—locking in prices ahead of the 
growing season so he is protected from 
price fluctuations that can eat into his 
profits. 

Talk to Dennis Magnuson, a pork 
producer from Austin, MN, who had a 
substantial amount of money with MF 
Global that he used to stabilize the 
cost of feed for his pigs. Both Senators 
in the Chamber are from States that 
have livestock, and they know the cost 
of feed has been escalating. That is 
why he vested. He knows the risks— 
price swings, poor crops, bad weather. 
These are all part of farming. But his 
account at MF Global was supposed to 
help manage those risks, not become 
one. 

It is not just individual farmers; the 
effects of MF Global’s collapse are rip-
pling through the whole agricultural 
community. 

Here is a letter from Philip Deal, who 
writes: 

I am the CEO and General Manager of 
Wheaton-Dumont Co-Op Elevator in Whea-
ton, MN. 

Wheaton is located on the western edge of 
Minnesota by the North Dakota/South Da-
kota border. Our cooperative has approxi-
mately 1,200 active members and a total 
membership of more than 5,000. So the MF 
Global situation affects a great number of 
people here. 

We employ about 115 people, and we are 
easily the largest nongovernment employer 
in all of the communities we operate in. 

Our business uses a Chicago Mercantile Ex-
change and Minneapolis Grain Exchange to 
hedge grain purchases and sales. We do not 
speculate. We have always relied on the im-
plied fiduciary responsibility of the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission and the 
Chicago Mercantile Exchange to safeguard 
our segregated funds. 

The impact to our business has been huge. 
We have been forced to double-margin the 
missing funds. This has increased our inter-
est expenses and decreased our ability to buy 
and sell grain. 

Simply put, we cannot afford to lose any 
money on this deal. On a local level, the very 
future of our business is at stake. On a larger 
level, if segregated funds are lost, market 
participants will leave the market, open in-
terest will decline, and market liquidity will 
fall. Everyone loses. 

Sadly, Philip Deal is correct. The 
failure of MF Global has caused mil-
lions in investor losses, created signifi-
cant uncertainty in the markets, and 
has left many in my State confused 

and angry—and they should be angry. 
Just 3 years after the 2008 financial col-
lapse, and what has changed? How can 
ordinary folks trust this system? Who 
can they trust to protect them? 

Two weeks after the collapse of MF 
Global, it was announced the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission, 
which is leading the investigation into 
the missing funds, will receive only 
two-thirds of their budget request for 
2012, potentially limiting the agency’s 
ability to do its job at a time when the 
markets they oversee are expanding ex-
ponentially. This is not acceptable. We 
need to make sure our regulatory agen-
cies aren’t allowing Wall Street bank-
ers to go down the street in their 
Ferraris while those standing up for 
the middle class—those at the agencies 
that are supposed to regulate them— 
are not following behind in a Model T 
Ford. 

We don’t know with certainty what 
the ongoing investigations into MF 
Global will find, but there is little 
doubt Congress has work to do. Already 
the CFTC, after our hearing in the Sen-
ate Agriculture Committee last week, 
has come up with some changes they 
are proposing to how these funds can 
be invested. I think more needs to be 
done. There are also rules of disclosure 
being considered and that were dis-
cussed today at a House hearing, as 
well as in our Senate Agriculture hear-
ing, that need to be changed. These 
changes were made to the CFTC rules 
in 2000 and in 2005 they loosened the 
rules and expanded things. They need 
to go back to where they once were, 
where they protected investor savings. 

Investor trust in segregated accounts 
is vital to market confidence and is the 
cornerstone of customer protection in 
the commodity futures market. This 
trust has been breached. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in demanding those 
responsible for the MF Global failure 
be held accountable for their actions 
and that steps are taken to prevent 
this from ever happening again. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. KLO-

BUCHAR). The Senator from Wyoming. 
Mr. ENZI. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for whatever time I 
might use. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

SPENDING VERSUS REVENUE 

Mr. ENZI. Madam President, I want-
ed to take this opportunity to share 
with you what has been keeping me 
awake, and I am sure, if I explain it 
well enough, it will keep you awake as 
well. Misery loves company. This is 
misery that is going to affect your fu-
ture, and the Senate has to make some 
changes to have a future for this coun-
try. 

For 14 years, I was the only account-
ant in the Senate. I have been joined 
by Senator JOHNSON of Wisconsin, who 
is an accountant, and these kinds of 

numbers always bother us a little bit. I 
have put together a couple of pie 
charts here. This one on the left rep-
resents the spending we are doing; the 
one on the right represents the revenue 
we are receiving to do the spending. 
These are proportionately correct. This 
is the spending; this is the revenue to 
do the spending. Dramatically dif-
ferent. The revenues are dramatically 
lower. 

There are a number of pieces to this 
that I think probably will reveal more. 
The spending, incidentally, is $3.456 
trillion. We are spending $3.456 trillion. 
We are taking in $2.2 trillion. That is 
$1.3 trillion less than we are spending. 
So we are spending a third more than 
we are taking in. 

How long can you do that? There is 
no end in sight. What is that made up 
of? Well, one of the things we worry 
about is Medicare, Medicaid, and So-
cial Security. I have the revenues rep-
resented here for Social Security and 
other social insurances, and we are 
taking in $865 billion a year to support 
these programs. This piece of the pie is 
what we are having to put out for those 
same programs. We are having to put 
out $1.494 trillion; so $865 billion versus 
$1.494 trillion. 

When we say these programs are 
going broke, I think that fact is pretty 
evident. If you don’t make any 
changes, this kind of spending will 
eliminate a program that seniors rely 
on. I used to say when we are spending 
at this rate, we are stealing from our 
grandkids. Now we are to a point where 
we have spent so much, it is no longer 
our grandkids we are stealing from, it 
is our kids. And in a matter of months 
the bill could come due. 

Europe is having some difficult fi-
nancial times, and they are changing 
the way money is going to be available 
to secure the bonds that allow us to do 
this kind of spending. These actions 
could have widespread implications for 
the United States very soon. We also 
took Social Security money and put it 
in a trust fund. I always say, don’t 
trust the trust funds. What we did is 
put IOUs in a drawer and we spent the 
money. We are spending some of the 
money twice. How long can you spend 
the money twice? 

Let us take a look at some of the 
other parts of this pie, because we al-
ways talk about the nondiscretionary 
spending. Well, to cover our discre-
tionary spending, which includes De-
fense and all of the nonmandatory 
items, we are spending $1.349 trillion. 
And the income? Individual income tax 
is paying $899 billion. Corporate income 
tax pays $191 billion. I bet people 
thought there was a lot more corporate 
tax than that. 

Part of the reason for this corporate 
number is that a lot of people have sin-
gle proprietorships, partnerships, or 
small business corporations. If a busi-
ness is in one of those three categories, 
the money their company makes goes 
straight to their tax line, even though 
hardly anybody in business can take 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 07:26 Jan 22, 2013 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00030 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD11\RECFILES\DECEMBER\S08DE1.REC S08DE1bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

2T
W

X
8P

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8451 December 8, 2011 
out all of the money they make. If they 
do not reinvest that money into the 
business, it business would go broke. 
So they do not get to take the money 
out, but have to count it through the 
individual tax code. That goes in this 
$899 billion of individual income, as op-
posed to the corporate tax of $191 bil-
lion. There is also an excise tax of $67 
billion. These are the kinds of numbers 
that have to fund $1.349 trillion of 
spending. 

We have discretionary spending of 
$660 billion and we have military 
spending of $689 billion. I mentioned 
Social Security, Medicare, and Med-
icaid, but besides that we have other 
mandatory spending adding another 
$416 billion in spending. That $416 bil-
lion accounts for the other items we 
have said will definitely be paid no 
matter what kind of shape the Federal 
Government is in. There are all sorts of 
programs included in that tally. 

This little yellow sliver here, a very 
important one, is the interest we have 
to pay. That is mandatory as well. We 
don’t have an option on whether we are 
going to pay the interest on the bonds 
that we owe. Those interest costs come 
to $197 billion a year and that is at the 
lowest interest rate in the history of 
the United States. What happens when 
that goes up? As European countries 
have more trouble trying to sell their 
bonds, they are going to have to pay a 
higher rate to be able to sell those 
bonds. When they have to pay a higher 
rate, we will have to pay a higher rate. 
We are all competing for the same dol-
lars, and there aren’t enough dollars 
out there to fund this kind of an in-
crease in spending each and every year. 
How do we make up the $1.2 trillion 
more we are spending than we are tak-
ing in? It’s a huge difference we aren’t 
coming close to addressing. 

I hope people can grasp the difference 
between spending and revenues. If you 
look at your own personal budget, your 
spending better be lower than your rev-
enues, or at least no greater than the 
revenues. We haven’t grasped that con-
cept here yet. We did eliminate ear-
marks for the most part, and that 
helps, but it was still a rather small 
amount and we are still adding pro-
grams. 

Sometimes we add programs as a 
demonstration project. A group of Sen-
ators get together and they say, our 
five States could do something bene-
ficial with this new program we have 
devised, so we will put a little money 
in the budget and draw up the criteria 
so just those five States can receive 
these monies. And the purpose is to see 
whether the program is effective. In 
my 14 years here, I have rarely seen 
one of these types of tailored programs 
that wasn’t effective. I suppose there 
are some I never heard reported on, but 
I yet to see one that isn’t effective. 
This means the following year the 
same group comes back and says, we 
just had this revelation, this marvelous 
experiment that happened in our State. 
It was spectacular and it ought to be 

expanded to every State in the Nation. 
Well, if it is that good, it probably 
ought to be expanded to every State in 
the Nation. But with whose money? 
With what money? We are already 
spending more than we are taking in. 

We can’t do the demonstration pro-
grams on new ideas unless we can 
eliminate some of the old ideas, which 
brings up another problem. Another 
thing we do around here is we say we 
are going to eliminate this program, 
and over 10 years it will bring in the $5 
billion needed to fund a new program. 
Well, that savings is accrued over 10 
years, but the money on the new pro-
gram is going to be spent over 1 year or 
2 years at the most. That is pretty bad 
accounting. That is how you get to a 
situation where you have the current 
spending level versus the current reve-
nues, by using creative accounting to 
pay for that new program. 

Well, you can’t bind a future Con-
gress, so there is no assurance that the 
current method of getting the revenue 
will stay around. There is also no as-
surance we won’t use that same pot of 
revenue two or three times. We will 
probably be told this is not the case, 
but I have seen some instances around 
here where revenue has been spent 
more than once. 

One of the other problems we have 
around here is that we have too many 
spending decisions to make. There isn’t 
a business in the world, with the excep-
tion of a business like Wal-Mart, that 
spends $3.456 billion in a year—1 year. 
There aren’t many businesses that 
comes close to that. And they have a 
bevy of accountants figuring out how 
to make expenditures, cuts, and bal-
ance the budget for the year. 

What we do here in the United States 
Senate is an appropriations process. We 
have broken that process down into 12 
pieces to make it more manageable, 
but 12 pieces doesn’t cut it. You can’t 
get into the detail for spending the bil-
lions. One of those numbers is $689 bil-
lion. How long would it take to go 
through the expenditures on $689 bil-
lion? We have to trust some of the past 
spending and some of the past obliga-
tions, but we can’t be as conscientious 
and detail-oriented as we should be. 

So what do we do about it? Well, we 
do omnibus bills. That is where we look 
at what we spent last year, and we put 
everything into one package and hurry 
up and pass it so the government can 
continue to operate. Before that hap-
pens, we might do a series of con-
tinuing resolutions. We say, we can’t 
shut down government because there 
are so many things people need that we 
have already approved—to the tune of 
$3.456 trillion—so we have to keep gov-
ernment operating. What we end up 
with is a continuing resolution. 

A continuing resolution allows a gov-
ernment agency to spend one-twelfth of 
what they had the previous year each 
month until we get a funding agree-
ment for the remainder of the fiscal 
year. In 2008, we spent 27 percent less 
than we spend right now. I think a lot 

of the agencies would be delighted to 
have us keep continuing one-twelfth of 
their last year’s allotted spending each 
month this year. That is what we have 
been doing, and it’s not getting us any-
where. 

I think there ought to be a penalty, 
which would be reflected in every one 
of the budgets. I think every time we 
pass a continuing resolution there 
ought to be a reduction in the amount 
spent each month until we get a final 
resolution. That could be 1 percent or 
1⁄2 percent or 1⁄4 percent, but there 
should be some kind of a reduction if 
we are ever going to reduce spending 
and pay down our debt. 

There is another responsibility, and 
that is for appropriators to figure out 
how to get this spending circle down to 
the size of the revenue circle. This is 
the only part that the Appropriations 
Committee has worked on—this little 
third of the square that contains dis-
cretionary spending. 

What we are going to have to do now 
is come up with some solutions. I have 
some solutions. I am not going to go 
into those today, but what I want peo-
ple to do right now is to think about 
how much we are spending versus the 
revenue we have. Every person in 
America needs to be thinking about 
the way the programs they are in-
volved in can be a part of getting the 
spending circle down to the size of the 
revenue circle. It is everybody’s re-
sponsibility. 

What we continually run into are the 
groups—particularly from our States— 
that come in and say: I have this fan-
tastic program and we just need a little 
increase for inflation because it is such 
a phenomenal program. For years, we 
have been able to do that. That is how 
the balloon got this big. We are not 
going to be able to do that anymore. 

What would be helpful is if people 
could suggest how, in their program, 
they could make it better for less 
money. It is either going to have to be 
better for less with a little pain right 
now, or wait a couple years and have it 
worse for less with a lot of pain. 

We are at a point right now where we 
reduce spending 1 percent for each of 7 
years and get to a balanced budget; 
that is, 1 percent true cuts. That isn’t 
1 percent less growth. It is 1 percent 
true cuts each and every year, and it 
has to cover the whole circle, not just 
the discretionary part of the spending 
circle—which is what we usually con-
centrate on—and then have some dis-
cretionary capability on it. The fact is, 
the largest amounts we spend in this 
whole piece of the pie is spent on man-
datory spending, and it is conversely 
funded by a much smaller amount. We 
can’t do that for long. We are going to 
have to propose solutions. 

Instead we have been in scenario 
where people come in and say we need 
a little bit more money or don’t cut my 
program; keep it the same size. I ask 
for suggestions on how we could keep 
this practice going in light of our dis-
proportionate revenues and expendi-
tures. The usual approach is to tell me 
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and my fellow senators there are a cou-
ple of other programs that we ought to 
eliminate. We are looking at those too. 

We looked at them in the Health and 
Human Services areas, Senator COBURN 
and I did, and found there was $9 bil-
lion of duplication. Do we need duplica-
tion? I would hope not. Senator COBURN 
got so excited, he did this same study 
for the entire Federal Government and 
found $900 billion in duplication. Does 
that mean a whole lot of other agencies 
were a whole lot less efficient than 
Health and Human Services? No. It 
means we have duplicative programs in 
every single agency. 

We also have financial literacy pro-
grams in every single agency. If we are 
spending $3.456 trillion and only get-
ting $2.2 trillion in revenue, is the fi-
nancial literacy in our government 
working? I don’t think so. 

When I first got here, there were 119 
preschool education programs. Pre-
school is important. The start children 
get from when they are first born until 
they go to school makes a huge dif-
ference in their growth and develop-
ment for the rest of their lives. How-
ever, we had 119 programs and once we 
took a closer look, we found many of 
them, according to their own evalua-
tion, were failing. We now have that 
number down to 69 programs. Do you 
know why we can’t go below 69? My ju-
risdiction as Ranking Member of the 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee is over the Depart-
ment of Education, which only has 8 
programs—8 of 69 preschool programs. 
The Department of Agriculture has the 
most preschool programs. 

That’s why, when Senator COBURN is 
talking about duplication and looking 
at the complete picture of everything 
the Federal Government does, there is 
duplication in each and every agency. 
What we are going to have to do is pick 
out those that operate with the most 
efficiency and results, give them a lit-
tle more funding and eliminate the 
other duplicative programs. Getting rid 
of duplication is a surer way of solving 
the problem than some of the other 
ways that have been talked about. 

One other avenue we keep talking 
about is waste, fraud, and abuse. Yes, 
there is waste, fraud, and abuse. We 
need everybody in America to help us 
find that waste, fraud, and abuse, but 
in reality, the total cost of waste, 
fraud, and abuse is a rather elusive 
number. Does anybody know how big 
that is? Everybody is guessing. It is 
only a guess how much there is. We 
need to find it, and we need to be tak-
ing the money from eliminating these 
actions before we spend it. 

We will sometimes attempt to use 
the waste, fraud, and abuse numbers as 
the pay-for for a new program. We 
aren’t able to spend that money until 
we actually have it, but what happens 
it is used as pay-for and the program 
goes into effect, but nobody follows up 
to go out and dig up that waste, fraud, 
and abuse. Instead, the waste, fraud, 
and abuse money ought to go into a 

fund before it can be spent on some-
thing else. 

However, when I am talking about 
duplication, the $900 billion worth of 
duplication, I am talking about num-
bers that we can go to the Federal 
budget and look up. We can find out ex-
actly how much those programs are 
spending. In its duplication, we 
wouldn’t eliminate all of them, but we 
ought to be able to eliminate half of 
them. Madam President, $450 billion 
alone, half of Senator COBURN’s total 
duplication findings, would be a huge 
change for this country. 

I hope we look at some of those ideas 
to cut spending. I have a 15-page speech 
that would explain some ways we could 
solve this problem, but what I am try-
ing to do is get people to grasp the con-
cept that our Federal tax receipts, and 
total revenue, is far outweighed by the 
circle that shows what we are spend-
ing. As a family, people know they 
can’t budget this way. As a govern-
ment, we can’t do it for very long, even 
if we print our own money. Somehow 
we are going to have to shrink the 
spending circle down until it is that 
size or grow the revenue circle until it 
is—they are comparable in size, or a 
combination of the two. As I said, I 
will give some other speeches to out-
line some of my other ideas. In the 
meantime, I hope everybody will take 
a look at the chart I have shown today. 

We can’t look at it and say don’t 
touch Medicare, Medicaid, and Social 
Security, we can’t have $1⁄2 trillion of 
extra expenditure spending in that cat-
egory alone for long. There is another 
$416 trillion in mandatory spending in 
that same category. How long can we 
keep spending at this rate? What hap-
pens if interest rates go up? This piece 
of the spending pie can become much 
bigger and probably will. I don’t know 
how long we can keep interest rates as 
low rate as they are now. If they go up, 
it will help some seniors because they 
have some investments in cash that 
would get higher interest rates, but for 
the country as a whole, rising interest 
rates that already make up 6 percent of 
our budget will only be more cause for 
worry. When that one expands above 
the 1 percent we are spending right 
now—and it is going to expand in the 
next couple of years because of what is 
happening in Europe—we had better be 
worried about it. 

This is the kind of picture shown by 
the deficit commission that Erskine 
Bowles and Alan Simpson chaired. I 
was hoping we would repaint this pic-
ture a number of times between the 
time they released their report 1 year 
ago and now, because we have to get 
America to understand. Actually, I can 
tell you the people in my State under-
stand this. I don’t need to explain it to 
them. They know how much more we 
are spending versus what we are taking 
in. They can even tell you the num-
bers. They are concerned, and they 
need to be concerned. We all need to be 
concerned. 

I am open to suggestions on this. I 
will have some speeches I’ll give later 

reiterating this definite problem we 
are in. I have said a number of times 
our country has maxed out its credit 
cards. 

A couple weeks ago during a trip to 
Wyoming, I checked into a hotel and I 
used my Senate credit card. The lady a 
few moments later, very embarrassed, 
said: ‘‘I am sorry, but your card is 
being rejected.’’ I said: ‘‘I guess the 
Federal Government is in worse trou-
ble than I thought,’’ and used my own 
card and it went through. 

We had better be worrying about it 
now because we do have a problem. We 
have maxed out our credit cards, and 
there are not any other places we can 
go for money. We have been the bastion 
of money for years. 

Keep in this in mind. Start thinking 
of ways we can actually make some 
cuts and increase some revenues. I 
have ideas for both in speeches I’ll give 
in the future. We are in a crisis. It will 
be a more immediate crisis any time 
and we are no longer spending our 
grandkids’ money; we are spending our 
kids’ money, and it is about to come 
due on us. When I say ‘‘on us,’’ I am 
even including myself and the seniors 
in that count. The day of reckoning is 
not far away. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I ask to speak as 
if in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

FUTURE OF AMERICA 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 

we are here now deciding what kind of 
a country America might be in the fu-
ture—whether it will be a place we can 
look back at and remember when ev-
erybody had a chance at success. 

It is hard to believe that when we 
look at the vote we just had. It con-
firmed where the Republicans are on 
the issue of whether middle-class fami-
lies should get a tax break. The Repub-
lican answer, was no. The answer they 
gave on the middle-class families tax 
break was: Absolutely no. No, no, no. 

To the struggling single parent who 
wants to provide for their family, 
works hard every day, the Republicans 
said no way. To the recent college 
graduate trying to start a career but 
having trouble paying back college 
loans, paying rent, paying living costs, 
the Republicans said no. To the work-
ing couple, a family with a couple of 
kids who needs some help in this tough 
economy, the Republicans said no. No, 
no, no. The Republicans refuse to help 
them because their mission is to shield 
the wealthy from paying their fair 
share of our country’s obligations. 
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